Bruce D. Marchant, et al. ' ' PATENT 

Application No.: 0^/405,210 
Page 2 

does hot, during the August 1, 2001 telephone conference referred to above in the introductory 
paragraph. Reasons that it does not are explained in detail below. Despite the prior art not 
anticipating the claims, the identical rejections based on the same prior art were simply repeated in 
the March 13, 2001 Final Office Action. This duplication was made without any consideration 
given to the remarks presented in a January 10, 2001 Amendment, filed in response to the October 
25, 2000 First Office Action. For these reasons, prosecution of the present application has not 
advanced to any substantive extent beyond the commencement of prosecution. Accordingly, 
Applicant respectfully believes that the finality of the March 13, 2001 Final Office Action is 
premature and requests that it be withdrawn for being premature. 

REMARKS 

Upon entry of this amendment claims 1-17 remain pending. In the March 13, 2001 
Final Office Action, claims 1-11 and 13-17 and claims 9, 1 1, 15 and 17 were rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over the Background section (pp. 1-2, Fig. 1) of the present 
application. Applicant respectfully requests reconsideration of the claims in view of the comments 
presented herein. 

Rejections Under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) - Claims 1-11 and 13-17 
In the Office Action, the Examiner rejected claims 1-1 1 and 13-17 under 35 U.S.C. § 

102(b) as being anticipated by the Background section (pp. 1-2, Fig. 1) of the present application. 

For the following reasons, Applicant respectfully believes that these rejections cannot be 

legitimately maintained. 

To qualify for an anticipatory reference with regard to a specific claim, all elements 

and limitations of the claim must be disclosed in the reference. The Examiner asserts that all the 

claim elements and limitations of independent claims 1 and 13 are disclosed in the Background 

section (pp. 1-2, Fig. 1) of the present application. More specifically, the Examiner's basis for 

rejection of claims 1-1 1 and 13-17 is stated on page 2 as follows: 

"Applicant's Application Background, pages 1-2 and Fig. 1, disclosees [sic] a 
process for manufacturing a trench field effect transistor comprising the steps of: 

etching a first trench in a substrate having a first conductivity type; 

lining the first trench with a layer of dielectric material; 
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substantially filling the trench with conductive material to forma gate 
electrode of the field effect transistor; 

implanting impurities of a second conductivity type into the substrate to 
form a body region having the second conductivity type over the substrate- 

unplanting impunties of the first conductivity type in S1 de the body re gl on to 
form a source region adjacent to the first trench; 

etching a second trench through the source region and into the body region- 
and filling the second trench with conductive material for making contact ' 
with both the source and the body region. 

ofthea r t APPliCan,reSPeCtft, ^ di ^- ^.enchesdescnbedinfteBac^oundseCion 
body region of the trench field effect transistor. 

isusedtof ^T^™"^"™ 1 *^^*™'**^™* 

* first hree s tep S of the methods claimed in independent claims 1 and ,3. Specifically, formation 
ofmegateelectrodemclaim 1 comprises me firs, three steps of claim 1: 

'•fomung a first trench extending into the substrate; 
lining the first trench with dielectric material; [and] 

of the field effect transistor...." 

Claim 13 recites substantially similar steps to form a gate electrode 

Regarding claim 1 in particular, the heavy body region is formed in the las. two steps: 

"forming a second Tench adjacent to said source region and extending too body 
region below the source region; and 

filling the second trench with high conductivity material/*, making contact to the 
body region." 



(emphasis supplied). 
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^o„. The highlighted portion of the excerpt fro 3 bod ? 

distinction between the two. The conduct " ' *"* ""^a"? "'-states the 

^Background sec.,o„ of fte oresent in/ ^ " SKta «f invention, 
™eE*ami„erhas P r^ ^'^^ *ion for allowanc , 

*— , which 

*» m aU0WanCe ' - *V depend from allowable 

Hrt.. J5 U.S.C §103(a) _ ^ 

As an initial matter, because claims 9 1 , ,< 
Applicant believes to be allowable base claims M ■ ' ' "* ft ° m What 

Nevertheless, Applicant believes that ,h, C ■ 
^-^isnonnallyobvious'Vemoh ^"^^^^^"^^variableina 
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And, therefore, it cannot be said th a tth ,• , D ° dyreglon - The Pnor art does not teach this. 
CONCLUSION 

^^4,5-576-0200. * "" S °" B » «* ^ «-l the 
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